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ABSTRACT
The 2030 United Nations Sustainable Development Goals have
heightened awareness of the interconnectedness of our global
future resulting in new research priorities and corresponding
funding to address complex global challenges through
partnership. This has generated the potential for powerful new
solutions but also for ethical risks within and between
disciplinary, geographic and cultural boundaries, in turn
necessitating a greater emphasis on equitable partnerships and
novel, just, transdisciplinary methodological approaches. Given
this changing global research landscape, current ethical
frameworks can seem fragmented, incoherent and no longer fit-
for-purpose. The objectives of this scoping review were to (i)
identify key issues of research ethics and integrity in GCR; and (ii)
practices that can help address them. The review yielded 65,
which were analysed in depth. Thematic analysis informed the
development of a 4-part framework to support ethical action
through analysis of ethical dilemmas pre-emptively and
dynamically: Place (contextual ethical issues associated with
cultural and language differences), People (ethical issues
associated with human relationships involving participants and/or
the research team), Principles (the worldview and values that
influence decision making during the research) and Precedent
(the way in which the research provides useful information to






The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDG’s) are a universal call to action
to end poverty and protect the planet in acknowledgement that many communities are
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being catastrophically impacted by human action and inaction. The SDGs highlight that
improving the prospects of one community, improves the prospects of all – our futures
are inextricably intertwined. Nowhere has this been more evident than in the year of
COVID-19, a global pandemic being experienced from small remote communities to inter-
national capital cities, a zoonotic disease that has forced us to consider an eco-social fra-
mework for understanding the downstream journey from habitat destruction to global
health crisis (Ahmad et al. 2020; Kenyon 2020), indeed compounding from a pandemic
to a syndemic in communities with pre-existing disadvantage (Mendenhall 2020).
These are wicked problems which demand multi-sectoral support, trans-disciplinary
approaches and systems thinking to solve (Keenan 2020). The complexity and global
impact of problems facing communities around the world, has resulted in increasing col-
laboration across countries, and across sectors between scientists, practitioners and
service providers. This move toward global partnership is of particular importance for
lower-middle incomes countries (LMIC) or countries in conflict which face the most
serious problems with the least available resource (The Academy of Medical Sciences
2008). It is common to observe in the literature, collaborations between academics from
high-income countries (from Europe or North America) and LMIC (Dean et al. 2015).
These collaborations cover global problems, from clinical trials to cure diseases (Weigmann
2015), to the evaluation of strategies to prevent the adverse emotional consequences of
war or forced displacement (Habib 2019). Due to the seemingly intractable and complex
nature of the problems being addressed, this type of research has been called Global Chal-
lenges Research1 (GCR) (UK Research and Innovation 2017).
However, such collaborations bring with them unique challenges. The interconnected-
ness of different challenges mean that unintended consequences can occur when a see-
mingly ethical choice for one group may have negative unethical consequences for
another. This is further complicated if the risk is protracted and also dynamic. For
example, antimicrobial resistance research or COVID-19 pandemic preparedness and
response prioritises human health over livelihoods – this is differentially impactful for
communities that are reliant on daily earnings for survival.
This growing global research scenario has also resulted in increased awareness of the
lack of institutional structures or systems to support, promote or control research integrity
and a disparity of ethics training opportunities and resources in LMIC (Bukusi, Manabe,
and Zunt 2019). Several authors have noted that the intent to conduct research in an
international setting brings with it the researcher’s heightened responsibility for main-
taining high ethical standards (Harrowing et al. 2010; UNICEF 2015). This is not as straight-
forward as it appears. For instance, Olsen (2003) outlines two factors which contribute to
increased potential ethical difficulties in GCR: the degree of cultural difference between
the involved countries and the potential for exploitation of vulnerable participants
given the differences in power between high-income countries and LMIC, or even
inside the same country in research that includes different cultural groups or minorities.
This scenario can replicate international or intercultural power inequalities and colonial
legacies (Orr et al. 2019). For example, research is generally financed by rich countries
or even multinationals with potential conflicts of interest (Hyder et al. 2013).
The current paper responds to the World Health Organization (2015) call to action
to develop capacity in culturally sensitive ethical review and draws together inter-
national GCR experience to provide the necessary evidence-base to underpin an
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operationalisation framework to guide future practice. Two review questions were for-
mulated to inform a future-focused framework for guiding ethical practice in
GCR: What are the key issues of research ethics and integrity in GCR that have
arisen in the last 10 years? What are the good practices that can help solve ethical
challenges in GCR?
Methods
Prior to the scoping review, a protocol was developed describing the criteria of the review
and its steps (Guerra, Anderson, and Reid 2019). The PRISMA Extension for Scoping
Reviews (PRISMAScR) was adopted (Tricco et al. 2018). Key searches were conducted
across multiple academic databases that reflect the multidisciplinary nature of GCR
(Scopus, Web of Science, MEDLINE, EMBASE, psycINFO, CAB Abstracts, Global Health, Phi-
losopher’s Index, and ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global). The search strategy was
refined to include only the title of empirical papers to improve the specificity of the search
(i.e. reduce false positives). This is because the term ‘ethics’ is ubiquitous in peer-reviewed
publications due to the requirement for referencing.
The search words included global or intercultural research, ethics, integrity, and a list of
vulnerable contexts and countries, included LMIC, other low-income countries and the
least developed countries (Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 2018) (for more
detail see Guerra, Anderson, and Reid 2019).
Given the preliminary state of this area of investigation, the inclusion criteria were
broad; specifically, this study included peer-reviewed empirical studies or dissertations
published in any language captured in these academic databases from 2009 to July
2019. We considered as empirical research all studies that describe any scientific
method to collect and analyse data (qualitative, quantitative, mixed approach, systematic
reviews2 or case studies), and shows results according to that method.
Contrary to usual practice in reviews, we included non-English publications. This is an
important, but often overlooked, consideration in the context of global research so trans-
lation was undertaken where required. We included papers about ethics conflicts in GCR
conducted in LMIC, countries in crisis, or conducted in developed countries but with
populations of cultural minorities, foreign people (e.g. refugees) or which provided
data about ethics conflicts associated with cultural factors.
We were interested in scoping the empirical research in which the explicit objective
was to analyse ethics conflicts in GCR. Hence, we excluded grey literature without peer
review, professional opinions (letters, notes, and essays), editorial publications, confer-
ences abstracts and books or book chapters or empirical research which just include an
ethical reflection as a part of its discussion. We also excluded papers that did not have
a focus on research ethics or did not focus on projects with human participants from
LMIC and/or vulnerable contexts.
Studies yielded in the search were imported into EndNote where duplicates were
identified and removed. Two researchers reviewed titles and abstracts independently
and removed irrelevant studies. Inter-observer reliability was evaluated using Cohen’s
Kappa (k = .86). Full texts of the remaining studies were assessed against the inclusion
and exclusion criteria by both reviewers (k = .99). The selected papers were analysed the-
matically by two reviewers (k = .82) in search of the most common ethical issues and
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recommendations to address those (Braun and Clarke 2006). During inter-rater assess-
ment, any differences were solved by discussion. Figure 1 details the scoping review
search strategy.
Thematic analysis procedure
A descriptive-analytical method was followed in order to chart key themes across the
reviewed articles. Charting was an iterative process at the beginning of the data extraction
stage (Arksey and O’Malley 2005). Our descriptive-analytical procedure employed a
mixture of structural and descriptive theming and coding in a two-cycle analysis. Struc-
tural codes were developed a-priori based on our research objectives and following a
deductive approach, whilst descriptive theming and coding was approached inductively
generating data-driven codes. The codes were subsequently thematically analysed and
axially categorised (Saldaña 2013) in an iterative, cyclical process based on Braun and
Clarke’s (2006) descriptions. Our intention was to map the available literature regarding
research ethics in LMIC and to provide a detailed overview without being restricted by
the design of the studies reviewed. The analytical approach privileged breadth of the
Figure 1. Flow chart detailing the scoping review search strategy.
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extant literature as appropriate to the needs of our enquiry. Our results section, therefore,
provides an overview of the areas of ethical dilemmas extracted from extant literature
without delving into each article or commenting on its methodological quality.
Results
The scoping review yielded 65 papers. Table 1 shows the papers grouped by continent
where the research took place. The following section describes the analysis of the selected
papers, including their general characteristics, the most prevalent ethical issues, and
potential strategies for addressing them.
General descriptive results
In total, 95.4 per cent of papers were written in English, 3.1 per cent in French and 1.5 per
cent in Spanish. The majority of papers adopted a qualitative approach (40 per cent), a
single case analysis (29.2 per cent), or quantitative approach (21.5 per cent). Less fre-
quently approaches included literature reviews (6.2 per cent) and mixed-method
approaches (3.1 per cent). All selected papers considered ethical issues in GCR, although
the vast majority of them were developed in the context of health studies (61.5 per cent)
followed by childhood research (7.7 per cent). Less frequent were papers focusing on prin-
ciples of research (6.2 per cent), mental health (4.6 per cent), migration (4.6 per cent),
social sciences (3.1 per cent), education (3.1 per cent), poverty (3.1 per cent), disability
(1.5 per cent), food and nutrition (1.5 per cent), gender-based violence (1.5 per cent)
and natural disasters (1.5 per cent).
Table 1. Papers grouped by continent: where data were collected or where participants were located.
Continent (n)
Africa (36) Addissie et al. (2014); Adeleye and Ogundiran (2013); Akpabio and Esikot (2014); Amugune
and Verster (2016); Anane-Sarpong et al. (2018); Ateudjieu et al. (2010); Brear (2018);
Bwakura-Dangarembizi et al. (2012); Chantler et al. (2013); Coleman et al. (2015); Embleton
et al. (2015); Folayan et al. (2015); Gebremariam et al. (2018); Gogognon and Godard (2015);
Gogognon, Hunt, and Ridde (2012); Haintz, Graham, and McKenzie (2015); House, Marete,
and Meslin (2016); Hunt, Gogognon, and Ridde (2014); Jegede (2009); Kiragu and
Warrington (2013); Koen, Wassenaar, and Mamotte (2017); Kombe (2015); Mamotte (2012);
Molyneux et al. (2009); Molyneux et al. (2016); Moodley et al. (2014); Mootz et al. (2019);
Motari, Ota, and Kirigia (2015); Nuwagaba and Rule (2015); Ogundele et al. (2014); Okoli
(2015); Ogunrin, Daniel, and Ansa (2016); Ogunrin, Taiwo, and Frith (2019); Rennie et al.
(2017); Simwinga, Porter, and Bond (2018); Tindana et al. (2014).
Asia (13) Ayesha (2017); Ayoub, Qandil, and McCutchan (2019); Ball and Beazley (2017); Brahme and
Mehendale (2009); Chansamouth et al. (2017); Chenneville et al. (2016); Chiumento et al.
(2016); Deolia et al. (2014); Gopinath et al. (2014); Lambert et al. (2019); Pratt et al. (2014);
Rachmawaty (2017); Dayal et al. (2018).
Latin America (5) Camp et al. (2009); Campbell-Page and Shaw-Ridley (2013); Hirsh-Adler and Navia-Antezana
(2017); Pyles 2015; Sibbald et al. (2016).
North America (2) Burnette et al. (2014); Sylvestre et al. (2018).
Europe (1) Heikkilä (2016).
Oceania (1) O’Neill et al. (2017).
More than one
continent (5)
De Vries et al. (2014); DiStefano et al. (2013); Hyder et al. (2014); Kelley et al. (2016); Landram
(2018).
Not specified (2) Denburg et al. (2012); Kronick, Cleveland, and Rousseau (2018).
Note: In the non-LMIC (North America, Europe and Oceania) and ‘Not specified’ categories, papers were included for
review if the sample included Indigenous samples and migrants or refugees.
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In most papers, the first author had institutional affiliation in Africa (38.5 per cent) or
North America (35.4 per cent), less frequently in Asia (12.3 per cent), Europe (9.2 per
cent), Oceania (3.1 per cent) and Latin America (1.5 per cent). Regarding the continent
in which the study was conducted (or from which the participants were originally from,
or in which the data were extracted), the majority corresponded to Africa (55.4 per
cent) followed by Asia (20 per cent), and Latin America (7.7 per cent). A number of the
studies considered participants from at least 2 continents (7.7 per cent), Indigenous or
immigrant communities from North America, Europe or Oceania (6.1 per cent), with the
remaining articles not specifying the country. In 62.7 per cent of papers, the first
author had institutional affiliation in the same continent in which the research was con-
ducted. In the remaining articles (37.3 per cent), authors from North America or Europe
led research conducted in Africa, Asia or Latin America.
Key issues of research ethics and integrity
The thematic analysis yielded 19 ethical challenges across 4 themes that provide guidance
for researchers and institutions in preventing, monitoring and addressing ethical dilem-
mas: Place, People, Principles, and Precedent (see Table 2).
Place
‘Place’ characterised contextual ethical issues associated with the interaction between
researchers and participants with different cultural backgrounds living in different con-
texts, and often with different languages (66.2 per cent papers). This theme could be
further refined into consideration of both challenges and opportunities in (i) culture
and communication and (ii) in-country training and capacity building in research ethics.
Culture and communication challenges included ethical risks in specific elements of
research implementation, such as the difficulty of designing and carrying out research
with methods compatible with the local culture (Chansamouth et al. 2017; Gebremariam
Table 2. Ethical issues: themes, subthemes and prevalence.
Themes Subthemes %
Place Culture, language and communication 43.1
Lack of ethics training 29.2
Ethics is not a priority 3.1
People Relations with participants 43.1
Recruitment and informed consent 52.3
Compensation/Payment 18.5
Confidentiality 15.4
Relations with the community 36.9
Relations with leaders, institutions 21.5
Financing sources 4.6
Relations with partners 13.8
Risks for the research team 10.8
Positionality and role conflict 12.3
Principles Risk / Benefit 43.1
Consideration of children and vulnerable people 29.2
Flexibility in the field 10.8
Precedent Data validity 16.9
Applicability/ dissemination results 9.2
Data use / storage 10.8
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et al. 2018; Pratt et al. 2014); to broader issues of colonialist practices linked to historical
experiences and power imbalances (Anane-Sarpong et al. 2018; Simwinga, Porter, and
Bond 2018). This finding is perhaps not surprising given rising concerns about the
need to decolonise academia and research methodologies in LMICs (Barnes 2018;
Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2019). Key challenges included privileging of some methodologies
over others without due consideration of contextual or place-based suitability, for
example in places where there are political conflicts, economic crisis or vulnerability (Chiu-
mento et al. 2016; House, Marete, and Meslin 2016). Cultural aspects were considered to
affect the establishment of relationships with various research actors across the different
stages of the research process (Heikkilä 2016; Hirsh-Adler and Navia-Antezana 2017).
Opportunities lie in training and capacity building and also require systemic change to
prioritise context in research design, partnership, funding, reporting and accountabilities
(Dayal et al. 2018; Sylvestre et al. 2018).
Training and capacity building in research ethics appear to be insufficient due to the
different problems that local researchers must face (economic, political, and social)
(Ayesha 2017; Pyles 2015). The reviewed articles suggested local researchers did not
have enough training and ethics committees were working with limited resources
(Akpabio and Esikot 2014; Kombe 2015). Conversely, the final sub-theme reflects the sug-
gestion that research ethics were not always considered a priority by researchers or insti-
tutions especially when working with limited resources (Chenneville et al. 2016; Dayal
et al. 2018; Ogunrin, Taiwo, and Frith 2019). These issues, training and capacity building,
were seen to constrain and hinder dialogue between researchers from different cultural
contexts throughout the entire research process. Table 2 shows the percentage of the
reviewed papers that cover each of the subthemes listed above.
People
The majority of papers (76.9 per cent) characterised ethical challenges arising from inter-
personal or inter-group difference or conflicts; and highlighted the challenge of develop-
ing relationships across the research process. There were 10 common considerations
identified which highlighted the complexity of the context – that there are different
actors involved, each with a different background, different interpretations of reality,
and different expectations about the research. These factors are summarised in Table 2
and include: Relations with participants, recruitment and informed consent, compen-
sation/payment, confidentiality, relations with the community, relations with leaders/
institutions, financing sources, relations with partners, risks for the research team, and
positionality and role conflict.
The most prevalent consideration was the researcher’s relationship with participants.
This spanned all aspects of the research process (see Table 2) and included ethical con-
cerns regarding how to engage with participants (and potential participants) in a respect-
ful way, whilst taking into account different culture and language and recognising
resilience and potential vulnerability (Haintz, Graham, and McKenzie 2015; Molyneux
et al. 2016). Ethical issues in the recruitment and informed consent process also featured
prominently in the papers – the main dilemma was how to avoid taking advantage of vul-
nerability or power differentials (Gebremariam et al. 2018; Kelley et al. 2016). A specific
and recurring difficulty related to choosing the best recruitment method to respect
autonomy and the specific cultural context whilst considering practical elements, for
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example, low levels of literacy. A related ethical issue was the relevance and risks associ-
ated with participant compensation, including payment for time and resources invested
in participating in the study (Coleman et al. 2015; Embleton et al. 2015). The specific issue
underpinning this dilemma was whether payment could act as a form of coercion or
exploitation given the economic need of the community, or whether this was a valid
way to show respect and gratitude and reasonably compensating disadvantaged
groups to support inclusivity in recruitment.
Another important sub-theme was confidentiality and / or maintenance of anonymity
of participants. Of major concern was the ability to ensure confidentiality in small commu-
nities where inhabitants know each other, or when community leaders induce some com-
munity members to participate (Burnette et al. 2014). The reviewed articles highlight the
potential risks associated with identification of participants within the community
(stigma) including to local leaders or authorities which may result in repression and /
or ostracism (Dayal et al. 2018; Koen, Wassenaar, and Mamotte 2017; Mootz et al. 2019).
Three further areas were considered to influence connections at the community and
institutional level: relationship of the research team with the community; relations with
community leaders or institutions; and sources of financing. Across these three areas,
ethical dilemmas related to how to involve the community in research in a fair and
respectful way and how to ensure that research offers benefit to the community (Chantler
et al. 2013; DiStefano et al. 2013; Rennie et al. 2017); how to make community involve-
ment in research decisions compatible with individual freedoms of participants and the
validity of the data obtained (Landram 2018; Simwinga, Porter, and Bond 2018); and
ethical issues in the institutions (Universities, NGOs, and Government) being associated
with a dominant western perspective and frequently not compatible with research in
fragile settings (e.g. as the bureaucracy of western institutions affects the relationship
with local stakeholders) (Ball and Beazley 2017; Embleton et al. 2015). Several of these
ethical dilemmas were seen through the lens of concerns regarding research financing
and the potential conflict of interest regarding expenses that may be deemed inappropri-
ate from the western perspective but may be seen as compatible with the cultural and
institutional practices of the study context (Sylvestre et al. 2018).
An additional three areas were considered to relate to the extended research team. The
first of these related to the challenge of building equal partnerships in the context of
power differences between developed countries that finance research, and LMIC where
the ‘problems’ to be solved are considered to exist (Coleman et al. 2015; Gogognon
and Godard 2015; Hunt, Gogognon, and Ridde 2014). The remaining two areas of
concern related to positionality and possible role conflicts of the research team (objectiv-
ity of researchers) (Kiragu and Warrington 2013; Nuwagaba and Rule 2015; Pyles 2015),
and risks for the research team (from physical risk – for example in war zones; to
emotional burnout working with vulnerable population) (Chiumento et al. 2016; Okoli
2015). Across these three areas, ethical dilemmas related to how the researchers’ cultural
/ value biases potentially affect the way they approach the research and research partici-
pants; how to reconcile the role of (and in some research, the requirement for) the impar-
tial objective researcher with a research context, and a research participant group
experiencing vital need; and a concern with health and wellbeing of the research team
in contexts of political instability, extreme deprivation, and potentially traumatising
situations.
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Principles
A total of 55.4 per cent of all papers covered concerns regarding the worldview and values
that potentially influence decision – making during the research process. Consideration
was given to: Risks and benefits; consideration of children and other vulnerable popu-
lations; and the importance of flexibility.
The first of the areas highlighted concern for the balance between risk and benefit for
the different actors in various stages of the research process, including participants, com-
munity, society, and the scientific community (Anane-Sarpong et al. 2018; Gogognon,
Hunt, and Ridde 2012; Lambert et al. 2019). The ethical conflicts highlighted were multiple
and varied, although a key theme running through them related to contexts of economic
inequality and political instability and highlighted a key requirement for contextualised
ethical consideration –what may be beneficial in one research setting may be detrimental
in another.
The second of the sub-themes highlighted a requirement for researchers to consider
potential vulnerability or barriers to gaining informed consent, the possibility of
damage associated with participation in the investigation, and local and international
legal regulations for protecting vulnerable groups, which included concerns about asses-
sing vulnerability and how to act in cases of observing serious violation of their rights
(Bwakura-Dangarembizi et al. 2012; Kiragu and Warrington 2013).
The final area, flexibility, was highlighted as a key area for consideration and spoke to
the importance of in-the-moment situated ethical responses to unexpected conflicts that
can appear continuously during the research process. There was visible tension in the lit-
erature between dilemmas that required researchers to make quick decisions in the field
and the compatibility of this requirement with the bureaucracy of some ethics commit-
tees (Campbell-Page and Shaw-Ridley 2013; Molyneux et al. 2016).
Precedent
Researchers in 30.8 per cent of papers discussed the importance of considering how their
research may serve as a precedent for future policies, interventions, or other research that
impacts the population. There were three recurrent considerations: Validity of data and
study design; applicability of data; and data use and storage.
Validity of data relates to an ethical requirement to generate valid data, both in
research and ecological terms, where language and culture barriers could pose difficulties
for generating culturally compatible instruments, preventing researchers from under-
standing contextual aspects of the data (House, Marete, and Meslin 2016; Molyneux
et al. 2009; O’Neill et al. 2017). The second of the sub-themes highlighted a requirement
for research to be useful both for the community in which it was conducted but also for
the results to be communicated to participants and communities in a respectful and
understandable way (Coleman et al. 2015; Lambert et al. 2019). Data use and storage
was a concern centred on key issues regarding who owns data, how to deal with issues
of consent in secondary analysis, sharing data with research teams unknown to the com-
munity, and how these dilemmas could be engaged with in manner respectful to the par-
ticipants and the community (De Vries et al. 2014; Moodley et al. 2014). The overarching
ethical conflict connecting these three issues is a concern regarding the future impact of
the research (even years after the investigation is finished), with the papers highlighting
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tension related to ‘legacy issues’ in the subsequent use of the data or information
reported by the research.
Discussion
This study identifies key emerging issues for research ethics and integrity in the new GCR
landscape and provides an evidence-based for designing policies and practices that can
help address them. The results of the scoping review revealed complex ethical challenges
in all phases of the research process from conceptualisation, through data collection,
analysis, reporting and in ‘legacy issues’ that may occur long after a project has been com-
pleted. What is clear is that in the GCR context, ethics cannot be treated simply as an
administrative ‘hurdle’ to jump, a moment in time for reporting, but must be seen as
an ongoing dialogue that is critical to the health and success of the project (Harrowing
et al. 2010; Orr et al. 2019).
While circumstances in each project are unique and idiosyncratic, it also became
clear that the nature of ethical challenges cluster around considerations of context
and that this can be helpfully and pro-actively analysed and understood through con-
sideration of: Place, People, Principles and Precedents. This context-focussed, 4P’s fra-
mework is a simple and accessible approach that can provide a helpful place-based
rubric for building a GCR ethics strategy for research teams – providing guidance at
all stages of the research journey, from pre-emptive consideration of potential ethical
challenges at the initial stages, to choosing the right research team and matching
with the right local partners, through to looking for potential solutions to ethical chal-
lenges once they have occurred.
More broadly, foregrounding context when undertaking research in LMIC’s inevitably
speaks to the sector-wide challenges in developing ethical research in asymmetrical
power relationships and of the increasing call to decolonise academia and academic
research (Barnes 2018; Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2019). The neglect of the local context in LMIC
projects is arguably an axiomatic barrier to conducting ethical research. The dominance
of Euro-centric and American-centric scholarship in LMICs, including the question of
‘who finances GCR’ raises foundational challenges. On the one hand, if the major GCR
funders are based in America and Europe (see Head et al. 2017) and are operating
within an environment that observes or is driven by certain norms, objectives and regu-
lations (viewed as ‘agendas in the global North’) (Clapman 2020), then researchers in
LMICs may feel pressured, or simply acculturated, to adjusting their approach to accom-
modate the latter or decline participation in such funding and collaborative research
opportunities. On the other hand, there is an increasing call for stakeholders and research-
ers within and outside LMICs to consider ethics as a contextual conversational space that
offers stakeholders an opportunity to better understand and respect the differing people
and places involved in the research and to be responsive to contextual differences (Geb-
remariam et al. 2018). Nevertheless, there are risks in doing so. Indeed, this review high-
light the difficulties associated with a number of cultural and idiomatic barriers that
hinder the development of research which, if not taken seriously, can become an impor-
tant source of ethical misconduct (Molyneux et al. 2009; Sylvestre et al. 2018; O’Neill et al.
2017). When working across cultures, there is the potential for breaching expectations
and indeed, regulations, on both sides.
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If the risks of conducting research in LMIC and fragile contexts are considerable, then
this is matched by the potential opportunity that is afforded disadvantaged, vulnerable or
fragile communities for finding answers to vexing and wicked problems. It is imperative
that the ethical demands of GCR research do not become prohibitive for funders, insti-
tutions, researchers or communities, lest these communities become excluded from
opportunities to address local problems and from the UN SDGs agenda. Being part of
the conversation and an active participant in decision making is key (Brear 2018;
Rennie et al. 2017; Simwinga, Porter, and Bond 2018). The answer emerging from this
scoping review seems to lie in transparency and a commitment to foregrounding
context in research. This requires purposeful contextual consideration and clarity of analy-
sis, hence the utility of a simple rubric such as the 4P’s in which challenges can be system-
atically identified and addressed through consideration of People, Place, Principles and
Precedents. This simple step can provide a layer of accountability to encourage, enable
and support ethical practice (Table 3).
There seems to be consensus in the literature that the solutions to ethical challenges in
GCR require deep engagement of researchers and institutions with the notion of contex-
tual sensitivity and the need to privilege culture, the community, and local partners at all
stages of the research journey. Deep engagement is more than implementing generic cul-
tural training. There is increasing recognition that cultural training per se does not ensure
cultural sensitivity in practice (Hirsh-Adler and Navia-Antezana 2017; Kempf and Holt-
brügge 2020). The decolonising of research must occur both at the level of institutions
Table 3. Practices for Engaging with Ethical Challenges in LMIC.
What works? Practices for Engaging with Ethical Challenges in LMIC
Operationalising ethical research requires sharing ‘what works’. In considering the Contextual 4P’s of People, Place,
Principles and Precedents, our analysis identified a number of potential strategies being successfully used to address
ethical issues – all are focused on addressing context, that is, to decolonising the research process. These strategies
include:
Developing individual and institutional competencies
(I) Undertake preliminary work to understand the culture, values, and language of the community in which the
research is being carried out, in advance of commencing research (Hirsh-Adler and Navia-Antezana 2017;
Gebremariam et al. 2018; Lambert et al. 2019). This was reported as important in 43 per cent of reviewed papers.
The 4P’s rubric provides a starting point for this analysis.
(II) Undertake and/or deliver culturally relevant and culturally sensitive research ethics training and strengthen
local and international ethical committees (Dayal et al. 2018). Reported in 34 per cent of papers. The 4P’s
rubric provides a helpful training architecture.
(III) Develop institutional protocols that reflect the need for flexibility in responding to ethical conflicts in the field,
with particular importance placed on cultural sensitivity and less reliance on western principles and practices
(Haintz, Graham, and McKenzie 2015; Sylvestre et al. 2018).
(IV) Prioritise informed consent process in contexts with multiple barriers such as power differentials and cultural
contexts which do not recognise individual freedoms. A key requirement here is for researchers to continually
assess participants understanding of the research requirements across all phases and to clarify if consent
continues to be offered, rather than seeing consent as a one-off binary choice (Landram 2018).
(V) Consider contextual relevance of methodologies. This means not privileging traditional Western methodologies
when they do not suit a cultural context (Coleman et al. 2015; Embleton et al. 2015).
Foregrounding local partnerships
(VI) Work closely with local research partners to develop more comprehensive understanding of the language and
cultural context; and to re-iteratively review progress and impact as the project unfolds (Chiumento et al. 2016;
Folayan et al. 2015; Mootz et al. 2019).
(VII) Encourage and integrate community participation from the outset and at all stages of the investigation (Anane-
Sarpong et al. 2018; Rennie et al. 2017; Simwinga, Porter, and Bond 2018).
(VIII) Allow time for the development of mutual trust and negotiation of potential methodological and relational
barriers (Gogognon and Godard 2015; Hirsh-Adler and Navia-Antezana 2017).
ETHICS AND SOCIAL WELFARE 11
and researchers, by re-evaluating the value of Indigenous knowledges and Indigenous
ways of knowing including the positioning of the researcher relative to the research
(Datta 2018). At the same time, the literature offers proposals for a solution at the level
of procedures that ensure compliance with ethical standards from improvements in train-
ing to the protocolisation of procedures such as the request for informed consent (Dean
et al. 2015). Some changes are required at the structural level, for example, providing
more training in GCR to the ethics committees of Western universities, making deadlines
and resources more flexible to allow for a closer approach to the context before doing the
research (Bukusi, Manabe, and Zunt 2019; Pratt et al. 2014).
The reviewed papers also highlight the importance of relationships in guiding and sus-
taining ethical practice. Most prevalent in the literature is the concern for the participants
and the community in which the research is conducted, but potential ethical conflicts are
also recognised in the political and economic relations linked to the research, as well as
with ethical conflicts within the team and in partnership building. Strong relationships are
critical to being able to question assumptions and continual re-calibration of the research
process to address emerging circumstances.
Limitations
The literature review yielded 969 relevant papers after duplicates were removed, high-
lighting the concern of authors around the world regarding this topic. We note that
this review excluded even more reports not published in peer reviewed journals (e.g.
NGO reports). We included 65 peer-reviewed papers for analysis. However, despite this
relatively high number, and the meritorious information provided by the papers, most
of the papers address ethical conflicts more deeply than possible solutions. Given the
importance of this topic and the increasing momentum toward GCR, generating culturally
sensitive empirical research on the ethics of research in this context remains a priority and
a challenge for GCR researchers (World Health Organization 2015).
We are also mindful that our focus on empirical works accessed on the aforementioned
databases could be restrictive, andmay omit some important works on ethics produced in
LMICs. Giving the potential importance of this uncaptured literature in LMICs, we agree
that efforts must be made to collate these local works in LMICs and make them available
(see for instance Macleod 2018). Aside from providing an additional pool of existing
works, such collation and visibility within and outside LMICs will support the decolonisa-
tion of research ethics and ethics research.
Conclusion
This scoping review has made visible key issues related to ethical conflicts in GCR in the
last 10 years and highlights additional training needs and the need for reiterative review
of research practices to ensure contextual attunement.
Drawing together the combined experiences and wisdom of researchers in this review
has provided an evidence-base to guide ethical practice. The context-focused 4P’s rubric is
a simple analytical architecture that supports prospective consideration of common issues
experienced by researchers across diverse GCR contexts and supports a reflective process
for analysing key elements of ethical challenges once they have occurred. Such accessible
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tools can prevent researchers from being overwhelmed by the risks associated with GCR
and encourage, enable, and support the next generation of young researchers to join
the ‘global academic village’ in addressing the pressing issues captured in the UN SDGs.
Notes
1. The Independent Commission for Aid Impact (2017) categorises the challenges of the GCR
into three broad themes: (i) Equitable access to sustainable development, (ii) Sustainable
economies and societies and (iii) Human rights, good governance and social justice – with
each of these broad themes further subdivided into several interconnected domains (for a
details overview, please see: https://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/ICAI-
GCRF-Review.pdf).
2. Even though some scoping reviews tend to eliminate other systematic reviews to avoid
double counting of data, we decided to include it as our intention was to consider the analy-
sis of the authors of those reviews, not to repeat the individual results of the papers included
in them.
Acknowledgment
We thank Rowena Stewart, Academic Support Librarian, University of Edinburgh, and Matilda
Anderson, Logistics Officer for the ‘Doing Ethical Research Together’ project at The University of
Edinburgh for their support in setting up the search strategy for this paper. Also thanks to Maree
Lucas for her help in the translation and understanding papers written in French.
Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).
Funding
This work was supported by The University of Edinburgh CAHSS GCRF Internal Fund. Project Title:
Leadership in Ethics, Integrity and Research Conduct in Complex LMIC-UK partnership projects.
Notes on contributors
Dr Clara Calia is a Lecturer in Clinical Psychology and a Fellow of the Global Academy of Agriculture
and Food Insecurity and the Global Health Academy at the University of Edinburgh. Clara is working
in international and multidisciplinary research teams focusing on global mental health and
ethics, integrity and research conduct in complex LMIC contexts. Clara is currently the School
Deputy Director of Research Ethics & Integrity at the School of Health in Social Science. (University
of Edinburgh)
Dr Cristóbal Guerra is a Clinical Psychologist, 18 years of experience supporting children and ado-
lescents victims of traumatic situations in South America. Lecturer at the School of Psychology at the
Universidad Santo Tomás in Chile and Post-Doctoral Researcher at the University of Edinburgh.
Professor Corinne Reid is a Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research), Victoria University. More than 25
years commitment to social equity in clinical practice and in research; works with communities
to identify challenges effecting the lives of children and mothers; committed to ethical and
values-driven research.
Dr Charles Marley is a Programme Director of the (OL) MSc in Mental Health and Wellbeing of Chil-
dren and Young People: Psychological Approaches; Clinical Psychologist with 13 years working with
ETHICS AND SOCIAL WELFARE 13
children and young people; interested in the application of critical theory to knowledge and prac-
tice in relation to children and young people’s mental health and wellbeing.
Mrs Paulina Barrera is a Clinical Psychologist, Master in Social Psychology. 15 years of experience in
caring for people in situations of vulnerability in the public health system in Chile.
Dr Abdul-Gafar Tobi Oshodid is a Lecturer in Political Science at Lagos State University. He has just
been awarded an American Council of Learned Societies – African Humanities Program Postdoctoral
Fellowship (ACLS-AHP) to support research and completion of a book entitled ‘Imageries of Mao
Zedong’s China in Ghanaian newspapers, 1957-1976’.
Professor Lisa Boden – Global Academy of Agriculture and Food Security, University of Edinburgh;
Personal Chair and European and UK Specialist in Population Medicine and Veterinary Public Health.
Professor Boden is leading a programme of One Health research in the global north, and in fragile
and conflict affected regions (such as Syria and surrounding countries) to improve preparedness




Addissie, A., G. Davey, M. J. Newport, T. Addissie, H. Macgregor, Y. Feleke, and B. Farsides. 2014. “A
Mixed-Methods Study on Perceptions Towards use of Rapid Ethical Assessment to Improve
Informed Consent Processes for Health Research in a Low-Income Setting.” BMC Medical Ethics
15 (1): 15–35. doi:10.1186/1472-6939-15-35.
Adeleye, O. A., and T. O. Ogundiran. 2013. “Knowledge of and Training in Research Ethics in an
African Health Research Community.” AJOB Primary Research 4 (2): 44–50. doi:10.1080/
21507716.2012.720638.
Ahmad, T., M. Khan, T. H. M. Haroon, S. Nasir, J. Hui, D. K. Bonilla-Aldana, and A. J. Rodriguez-Morales.
2020. “COVID-19: Zoonotic Aspects.” Travel Medicine and Infectious Disease.
Akpabio, E. M., and I. F. Esikot. 2014. “Social Sciences and Research Ethics in Developing Countries:
The Perspective from Nigeria.” African Journal of Science, Technology, Innovation and Development
6 (4): 231–241. doi:10.1080/20421338.2014.902562.
Amugune, B. K., and G. C. Verster. 2016. “Knowledge and Attitude of Postgraduate Students in Kenya
on Ethics in Mental Health Research.” South African Journal of Bioethics and Law 9 (2): 65–68.
doi:10.7196/SAJBL.2016.v9i2.470.
Anane-Sarpong, E., T. Wangmo, O. Sankoh, M. Tanner, and B. S. Elger. 2018. “Application of Ethical
Principles to Research Using Public Health Data in the Global South: Perspectives from Africa.”
Developing World Bioethics 18 (2): 98–108. doi:10.1111/dewb.12138.
Arksey, H., and L. O’Malley. 2005. “Scoping Studies: Towards a Methodological Framework.”
International Journal of Social Research Methodology 8 (1): 19–32.
Ateudjieu, J., J. Williams, M. Hirtle, C. Baume, J. Ikingura, A. Niaré, and D. Sprumont. 2010. “Training
Needs Assessment in Research Ethics Evaluation among Research Ethics Committee Members in
Three African Countries: Cameroon, Mali and Tanzania.” Developing World Bioethics 10 (2): 88–98.
doi:10.1111/j.1471-8847.2009.00266.x.
Ayesha, Saeed. 2017. “Association of Research Ethics Knowledge with Previous Research Exposure
and Academic Qualification among Food and Nutrition Graduates in Pakistan.” Khyber Medical
University Journal 9 (3): 140–145.
Ayoub, N., A. Qandil, and J. McCutchan. 2019. “Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practice Regarding
Research Ethics Committees among Health Care Faculty at Two Public Universities in Jordan.”
Journal of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics. doi:10.1177/1556264619851351.
14 C. CALIA ET AL.
Ball, J., and H. Beazley. 2017. “The Relational Ethics of Cultural Safety, Rights, and Desire: Reflections on
Doing Community-Engaged Research with Migrant Families in Indonesia.”Migraciones 42: 119–147.
doi:10.14422/mig.i42.y2017.006
Barnes, B. R. 2018. “Decolonising Research Methodologies: Opportunity and Caution.” South African
Journal of Psychology 48 (3): 379–387. doi:10.1177/0081246318798294.
Brahme, R., and S. Mehendale. 2009. “Profile and Role of the Members of Ethics Committees in
Hospitals and Research Organisations in Pune, India.” Indian Journal of Medical Ethics 6 (2): 78–84.
Braun, V., and V. Clarke. 2006. “Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology.” Qualitative Research in
Psychology 3 (2): 77–101. doi:10.1191/1478088706qp063oa.
Brear, M. 2018. “Ethical Research Practice or Undue Influence? Symbolic Power in Community- and
Individual-level Informed Consent Processes in Community-based Participatory Research in
Swaziland.” Journal of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics 13 (4): 311–322. doi:10.
1177/1556264618761268.
Bukusi, E., Y. Manabe, and J. Zunt. 2019. “Mentorship and Ethics in Global Health: Fostering Scientific
Integrity and Responsible Conduct of Research (Special Issue: Mentoring in Low- and Middle-
Income Countries to Advance Global Health Research).” American Journal of Tropical Medicine
and Hygiene 100 (1 Suppl): 42–47.
Burnette, C. E., S. Sanders, H. K. Butcher, and J. T. Rand. 2014. “A Toolkit for Ethical and Culturally
Sensitive Research: An Application with Indigenous Communities.” Ethics and Social Welfare 8
(4): 364–382.
Bwakura-Dangarembizi, M., R. Musesengwa, K. J. Nathoo, P. Takaidza, T. Mhute, and T. Vhembo.
2012. “Ethical and Legal Constraints to Children’s Participation in Research in Zimbabwe:
Experiences from the Multicenter Pediatric HIV ARROW Trial.” BMC Medical Ethics 13 (1). doi:10.
1186/1472-6939-13-17.
Camp, J., R. Barfield, V. Rodriguez, A. Young, R. Finerman, and M. Caniza. 2009. “Challenges Faced by
Research Ethics Committees in El Salvador: Results from a Focus Group Study.” Developing World
Bioethics 9 (1): 11–17.
Campbell-Page, R., and M. Shaw-Ridley. 2013. “Managing Ethical Dilemmas in Community-
based Participatory Research with Vulnerable Populations.”Health Promotion Practice 14 (4): 485–490.
Chansamouth, V., R. McGready, D. Chommanam, S. Homsombath, M. Mayxay, and P. N. Newton.
2017. “Enrolling Pregnant Women in Research: Ethical Challenges Encountered in Lao PDR
(Laos).” Reproductive Health 14. doi:10.1186/s12978-017-0428-9.
Chantler, T., F. Otewa, P. Onyango, B. Okoth, F. Odhiambo, M. Parker, and P. W. Geissler. 2013.
“Ethical Challenges That Arise at the Community Interface of Health Research: Village
Reporters’ Experiences in Western Kenya.” Developing World Bioethics 13 (1): 30–37. doi:10.
1111/dewb.12023.
Chenneville, T., L. Menezes, J. Kosambiya, and R. Baxi. 2016. “A Case-Study of the Resources and
Functioning of Two Research Ethics Committees in Western India.” Journal of Empirical
Research on Human Research Ethics 11 (5): 387–396. doi:10.1177/1556264616636235.
Chiumento, A., M. N. Khan, A. Rahman, and L. Frith. 2016. “Managing Ethical Challenges to Mental
Health Research in Post-Conflict Settings.” Developing World Bioethics 16 (1): 15–28. doi:10.1111/
dewb.12076.
Clapman, C. 2020. “Decolonising African Studies?” Journal of Modern African Studies 58 (1): 139–153.
Coleman, C., C. Ardiot, S. Blesson, Y. Bonnin, F. Bompart, P. Colonna, A. Dhai, et al. 2015. “Improving
the Quality of Host Country Ethical Oversight of International Research: The Use of a Collaborative
‘Pre-Review’ Mechanism for a Study of Fexinidazole for Human African Trypanosomiasis.”
Developing World Bioethics 15 (3): 241–247.
Datta, R. 2018. “Decolonizing Both Researcher and Research and Its Effectiveness in Indigenous
Research.” Research Ethics 14 (2): 1–24.
Dayal, R., A. S. Kalokhe, V. Choudhry, D. Pillai, K. Beier, and V. Patel. 2018. “Ethical and Definitional
Considerations in Research on Child Sexual Violence in India.” BMC Public Health 18. doi:10.
1186/s12889-018-6036-y.
De Vries, J., A. Abayomi, J. Brandful, K. Littler, E. Madden, P. Marshall, O. Ouwe Missi Oukem-Boyer,
and J. Seeley. 2014. “A Perpetual Source of DNA or Something Really Different: Ethical Issues in
ETHICS AND SOCIAL WELFARE 15
the Creation of Cell Lines for African Genomics Research.” BMC Medical Ethics 15 (1). doi:10.1186/
1472-6939-15-60.
Dean, L., J. Njelesani, H. Smith, and I. Bates. 2015. “Promoting Sustainable Research Partnerships: A
Mixed-Method Evaluation of a United Kingdom–Africa Capacity Strengthening Award Scheme.”
Health Research Policy and Systems 13: 81. doi:10.1186/s12961-015-0071-2.
Denburg, A. E., S. Joffe, S. Gupta, S. C. Howard, R. C. Ribeiro, F. A. Antillon, R. Vasquez, and L. Sung.
2012. “Pediatric Oncology Research in Low Income Countries: Ethical Concepts and Challenges.”
Pediatric Blood and Cancer 58 (4): 492–497. doi:10.1002/pbc.23419.
Deolia, S., K. Prasad, K. Chhabra, R. Kalyanpur, and S. Kalghatgi. 2014. “An Insight into Research Ethics
among Dental Professionals in a Dental Institute, India – a Pilot Study.” Journal of Clinical and
Diagnostic Research 8 (9): 11–14. doi:: 10.7860/JCDR/2014/10118.4794.
Development Assistance Committee. 2018. “DAC List of ODA Recipients.” http://www.oecd.org/dac/
financing-sustainable-development/development-financestandards/DAC_List_ODA_Recipients2
018to2020_flows_En.pdf.
DiStefano, A., L. Quitugua, B. Hui, A. Barrera-Ng, R. Peters, I. Vunileva, J. Dimaculangan, V. Tui’one, L.
Takahashi, and S. P. Tanjasiri. 2013. “A Community-based Participatory Research Study of HIV and
HPV Vulnerabilities and Prevention in Two Pacific Islander Communities: Ethical Challenges and
Solutions.” Journal of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics 8 (1): 68–78. doi:10.1525/jer.
2013.8.1.68.
Embleton, L., M. A. Ott, J. Wachira, V. Naanyu, A. Kamanda, D. Makori, D. Ayuku, and P. Braitstein.
2015. “Adapting Ethical Guidelines for Adolescent Health Research to Street-Connected
Children and Youth in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: A Case Study from Western Kenya.”
BMC Medical Ethics 16 (1). doi:10.1186/s12910-015-0084-y.
Folayan, M., K. Peterson, B. Haire, B. Brown, K. Audu, O. Makanjuola, B. Pelemo, and V. Marsh. 2015.
“Debating Ethics in HIV Research: Gaps Between Policy and Practice in Nigeria.” Developing World
Bioethics 15 (3): 214–225.
Gebremariam, A., A. W. Yalew, S. Hirpa, A. Wondimagegnehu, M. Kaba, M. Assefa, I. Mitiku, E. J.
Kantelhardt, A. Jemal, and A. Addissie. 2018. “Application of the Rapid Ethical Assessment
Approach to Enhance the Ethical Conduct of Longitudinal Population Based Female Cancer
Research in an Urban Setting in Ethiopia.” Bmc Medical Ethics 19. doi:10.1186/s12910-018-0328-8.
Gogognon, P., and B. Godard. 2015. “Power Asymmetry in Global Health Research, What Are the
Ethical Stakes? A Pilot Study with Researchers in Benin.” Journal International de
Bioethique=International Journal of Bioethics 26 (2): 103–118.
Gogognon, P. A., M. Hunt, and V. Ridde. 2012. “Ethical Issues of a Public Action-Research Project in
Burkina Faso.” Ethique et Sante 9 (4): 148–155. doi:10.1016/j.etiqe.2012.09.003.
Gopinath, N., J. John, E. Senthilkumar, and N. Nagappan. 2014. “Knowledge Awareness and Attitude
About Research Ethics among Dental Faculties in India.” The Journal of Contemporary Dental
Practice 15 (5): 608–613.
Guerra, C., M. Anderson, and C. Reid. 2019. “Key Issues of Research Ethics and Integrity in Global
Challenges Research: A Scoping Review Protocol.” Social Science Protocols 2: 1–8. doi:10.7565/
ssp.2019.2653.
Habib, R. R. 2019. “Ethical, Methodological, and Contextual Challenges in Research in Conflict
Settings: The Case of Syrian Refugee Children in Lebanon.” Conflict and Health 13 (1). doi:10.
1186/s13031-019-0215-z.
Haintz, G., M. Graham, and H. McKenzie. 2015. “Navigating the Ethics of Cross-Cultural Health
Promotion Research.” Health Promotion Journal of Australia: Official Journal of Australian
Association of Health Promotion Professionals 26 (3): 235–240.
Harrowing, J., J. Mill, J. Spiers, J. Kulig, and W. Kipp. 2010. “Culture, Context and Community: Ethical
Considerations for Global Nursing Research.” International Nursing Review 57 (1): 70–77.
Head, M., et al. 2017. “Global Funding Trends for Malaria Research in Sub-Saharan Africa: A
Systematic Analysis.” The Lancet 5: e772–e781. doi:10.1016/S2214-109X(17)30245-0.
Heikkilä, L. 2016. “Welfare Services in Enhancing Good Life for the Sámi: A Reflection on Conducting
Ethically Responsible Research and Developing an Improved Sense of Culture.” International
Social Work 59 (5): 653–665. doi:10.1177/0020872816646819.
16 C. CALIA ET AL.
Hirsh-Adler, A., and C. Navia-Antezana. 2017. “Research Ethics with Persons and Groups in
Vulnerable Condition in Mexico and Bolivia.” Praxis Sociológica 22: 15–28.
House, D., I. Marete, and E. Meslin. 2016. “To Research (or Not) That is the Question: Ethical Issues in
Research When Medical Care is Disrupted by Political Action: a Case Study from Eldoret, Kenya.”
Journal of Medical Ethics 42 (1): 61–65.
Hunt, M., P. Gogognon, and V. Ridde. 2014. “Ethical Considerations Related to Participation and
Partnership: An Investigation of Stakeholders’ Perceptions of an Action-Research Project on
User Fee Removal for the Poorest in Burkina Faso.” BMC Medical Ethics 15: 1–13.
Hyder, A., B. Pratt, J. Ali, N. Kass, and N. Sewankambo. 2014. “The Ethics of Health Systems Research
in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: A Call to Action.” Global Public Health 9 (9): 1008–1022.
Hyder, A., W. Zafar, J. Ali, R. Ssekubugu, P. Ndebele, and N. Kass. 2013. “Evaluating Institutional
Capacity for Research Ethics in Africa: A Case Study from Botswana.” BMC Medical Ethics 14: 31.
Jegede, S. 2009. “African Ethics, Health Care Research and Community and Individual Participation.”
Journal of Asian and African Studies 44 (2): 239–253. doi:10.1177/0021909608101412.
Keenan, W. J. 2020. “Learning to Survive: Wicked Problem Education for the Anthropocene age.”
Journal of Global Education and Research 4 (1): 62–79.
Kelley, M., T. Brazg, B. Wilfond, L. Lengua, B. Rivin, S. Martin-Herz, and D. Diekema. 2016. “Ethical
Challenges in Research with Orphans and Vulnerable Children: A Qualitative Study of
Researcher Experiences.” International Health 8 (3): 187–196.
Kempf, C., and D. Holtbrügge. 2020. “Moderators and Mediators of Cross-Cultural Training
Effectiveness: Literature Review and Development of a Conceptual Model.” European Journal of
International Management 14 (2): 293–326.
Kenyon, C. 2020. “Emergence of Zoonoses Such as COVID-19 Reveals the Need for Health Sciences
to Embrace an Explicit Eco-Social Conceptual Framework of Health and Disease.” Epidemics 33:
100410.
Kiragu, S., and M. Warrington. 2013. “How We Used Moral Imagination to Address Ethical and
Methodological Complexities While Conducting Research with Girls in School Against the
Odds in Kenya.” Qualitative Research 13 (2): 173–189. doi:10.1177/1468794112451011.
Koen, J., D. Wassenaar, and N. Mamotte. 2017. “The ‘Over-Researched Community’: An Ethics
Analysis of Stakeholder Views at two South African HIV Prevention Research Sites.” Social
Science & Medicine 194: 1–9. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.10.005.
Kombe, F. 2015. “Enhancing Quality and Integrity in Biomedical Research in Africa: An International
Call for Greater Focus, Investment and Standardisation in Capacity Strengthening for Frontline
Staff.” BMC Medical Ethics 16: 1. doi:10.1186/s12910-015-0071-3.
Kronick, R., J. Cleveland, and C. Rousseau. 2018. “Do you Want to Help or Go to War?: Ethical
Challenges of Critical Research in Immigration Detention in Canada.” Journal of Social and
Political Psychology 6 (2): 644–660. doi:10.5964/jspp.v6i2.926.
Lambert, J., A. Banford Witting, L. Ponnamperuma, and T. Wickrama. 2019. “Subjective Reactions to
International Research Participation: An Illustration of Ethical Considerations With Women
Heading Households in Sri Lanka.” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry 89 (4): 518–523.
Landram, S. 2018. “AMethodological Review of the Cross-Cultural Ethical Dilemmas that Exist Within
the Informed Consent Process: When Ethical Considerations in Human Research Differ.” PhD diss.,
University of Northern Colorado.
Macleod, C. 2018. “The Case for Collation to Inform Debate and Transform Practice in Decolonising
Psychology.” South African Journal of Psychology 48 (3): 372–378. doi:10.1177/0081246318784508.
Mamotte, N. 2012. “The Ethics of HIV Research with People Who Inject Drugs in Africa: A Desk
Review.” African Journal of AIDS Research 11 (1): 1–8. doi:10.2989/16085906.2012.671256.
Mendenhall, E. 2020. “The COVID-19 Syndemic is Not Global: Context Matters.” The Lancet 396
(10264): 1731.
Molyneux, C., J. Goudge, S. Russell, J. Chuma, T. Gumede, and L. Gilson. 2009. “Conducting Health-
Related Social Science Research in Low Income Settings: Ethical Dilemmas Faced in Kenya and
South Africa.” Journal of International Development 21 (2): 309–326. doi:10.1002/jid.1548.
Molyneux, S., B. Tsofa, E. Barasa, M. M. Nyikuri, E. W. Waweru, C. Goodman, and L. Gilson. 2016.
“Research Involving Health Providers and Managers: Ethical Issues Faced by Researchers
ETHICS AND SOCIAL WELFARE 17
Conducting Diverse Health Policy and Systems Research in Kenya.” Developing World Bioethics 16
(3): 168–177. doi:10.1111/dewb.12130.
Moodley, K., N. Sibanda, K. February, and T. Rossouw. 2014. “‘It’s My Blood’: Ethical Complexities in
the Use, Storage and Export of Biological Samples: Perspectives from South African Research
Participants.” BMC Medical Ethics 15. doi:10.1186/1472-6939-15-4.
Mootz, J. J., L. Taylor, M. L. Wainberg, and K. Khoshnood. 2019. “Ethical Considerations for
Disseminating Research Findings on Gender-based Violence, Armed Conflict, and Mental
Health: A Case Study from Rural Uganda.” Health and Human Rights 21 (1): 81–92.
Motari, M., M. O. Ota, and J. M. Kirigia. 2015. “Readiness of Ethics Review Systems for a Changing
Public Health Landscape in the WHO African Region Ethics in Biomedical Research.” BMC
Medical Ethics 16 (1). doi:10.1186/s12910-015-0078-9.
Ndlovu-Gatsheni, S. J. 2019. “Provisional Notes on Decolonizing Research Methodology and
Undoing Its Dirty History.” Journal of Developing Societies 35 (4): 481–492. doi:10.1177/
0169796X19880417.
Nuwagaba, E. L., and P. Rule. 2015. “Navigating the Ethical Maze in Disability Research: Ethical
Contestations in an African Context.” Disability and Society 30 (2): 255–269. doi:10.1080/
09687599.2014.998333.
O’Neill, J., M. Forster, L. MacIntyre, S. Rona, and T. Tu’imana. 2017. “Towards an Ethic of Cultural
Responsiveness in Researching Maori and Tongan Children’s Learning in Everyday Settings.”
International Journal of Inclusive Education 21 (3): 286–298. doi:10.1080/13603116.2016.1260840.
Ogundele, S., F. Ajose, Y. Kuyinu, and O. Odusanya. 2014. “Ethics and Governance of Clinical
Research in a Developing Country: A Cross-Sectional Survey among Resident Physicians in
Nigeria.” Pharmaceutical Medicine 28 (5): 249–254.
Ogunrin, O., F. Daniel, and V. Ansa. 2016. “Knowledge of the Nigerian Code of Health Research Ethics
among Biomedical Researchers in Southern Nigeria.” Journal of Empirical Research on Human
Research Ethics 11 (5): 397–407.
Ogunrin, O., F. Taiwo, and L. Frith. 2019. “Genomic Literacy and Awareness of Ethical Guidance
for Genomic Research in Sub-Saharan Africa: How Prepared Are Biomedical Researchers?”
Journal of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics 14 (1): 78–87. doi:10.1177/
1556264618805194.
Okoli, R. C. B. 2015. “Ethical Issues and Dilemmas in Doing Research with Itinerant Street Vending
Children and Young People: Experiences from Nigeria.” Qualitative Social Work 14 (4): 538–553.
doi:10.1177/1473325014556793.
Olsen, D. P. 2003. “Ethical Considerations in International Nursing Research: A Report from the
International Centre for Nursing Ethics.” Nursing Ethics 10 (2): 122–137.
Orr, D., G. Daoust, S. Dyvik, S. Puhan, and J. Boddy. 2019. Safeguarding in International Development
Research: Evidence Review. https://www.ukcdr.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/20190603-
UKCDR-Evidence-Review_updated.pdf.
Pratt, B., C. Van, Y. Cong, H. Rashid, N. Kumar, A. Ahmad, R. Upshur, and B. Loff. 2014. “Perspectives
from South and East Asia on Clinical and Research Ethics: A Literature Review.” Journal of
Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics 9 (2): 52–67. doi:10.1525/jer.2014.9.2.52.
Pyles, L. 2015. “Participation and Other Ethical Considerations in Participatory Action Research in
Post-Earthquake Rural Haiti.” International Social Work 58 (5): 628–645. doi:10.1177/
0020872815581912.
Rachmawaty, R. 2017. “Ethical Issues in Action-Oriented Research in Indonesia.” Nursing Ethics 24 (6):
686–693. doi:10.1177/0969733016646156.
Rennie, S., A. K. Groves, D. D. Hallfors, B. J. Iritani, F. S. Odongo, and W. K. Luseno. 2017. “The
Significance of Benefit Perceptions for the Ethics of HIV Research Involving Adolescents in
Kenya.” Journal of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics 12 (4): 269–279. doi:10.1177/
1556264617721556.
Saldaña, J. 2013. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. London: Sage.
Sibbald, R., B. Loiseau, B. Darren, S. A. Raman, H. Dimaras, and L. C. Loh. 2016. “Maintaining Research
Integrity While Balancing Cultural Sensitivity: A Case Study and Lessons from the Field.”
Developing World Bioethics 16 (1): 55–60. doi:10.1111/dewb.12089.
18 C. CALIA ET AL.
Simwinga, M., J. Porter, and V. Bond. 2018. “Who is Answerable to Whom? Exploring the Complex
Relationship Between Researchers, Community and Community Advisory Board (CAB)
Members in two Research Studies in Zambia.” Critical Public Health 28 (3): 318–328.
Sylvestre, P., H. Castleden, D. Martin, and M. McNally. 2018. “Thank you Very Much… You Can Leave
Our Community Now: Geographies of Responsibility, Relational Ethics, Acts of Refusal, and the
Conflicting Requirements of Academic Localities in Indigenous Research.” Acme and
International Journal of Critical Geographies 17 (3): 750–779.
The Academy of Medical Sciences. 2008. “Challenges and Priorities for Global Mental Health
Research in Low- and Middle-Income Countries.” https://acmedsci.ac.uk/file-download/34569-
122838595851.pdf.
The Independent Commission for Aid Impact. 2017. “Global Challenges Research Fund: A Rapid
Review.” https://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/ICAI-GCRF-Review.pdf.
Tindana, P., C. S. Molyneux, S. Bull, and M. Parker. 2014. “Ethical Issues in the Export, Storage and
Reuse of Human Biological Samples in Biomedical Research: Perspectives of Key Stakeholders
in Ghana and Kenya.” BMC Medical Ethics 15 (1). doi:10.1186/1472-6939-15-76.
Tricco, A., E. Lillie, W. Zarin, K. O’Brien, H. Colquhoun, D. Levac, D. Moher, et al. 2018. “PRISMA
Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMAScR): Checklist and Explanation.” Annals of Internal
Medicine 169: 467–473.
UK Research and Innovation. 2017. Global Challenges Research Funds. https://www.ukri.org/our-
work/collaborating-internationally/global-challenges-research-fund/.
UNICEF. 2015. “Procedure for Ethical Standards in Research.” https://www.unicef.org/supply/files/
ATTACHMENT_IVUNICEF_Procedure_for_Ethical_Standards.PDF.
Weigmann, K. 2015. “The Ethics of Global Clinical Trials in Developing Countries, Participation in
Clinical Trials is Sometimes the Only Way to Access Medical Treatment. What Should be Done
to Avoid Exploitation of Disadvantaged Populations?” EMBO Reports 16 (5): 566–570. doi:10.
15252/embr.201540398.
World Health Organization. 2015. Global Health Ethics: Key Issues. Luxembourg: WHO Library
Cataloguing-in-Publication Data.
ETHICS AND SOCIAL WELFARE 19
